Research area: philology.
of Dostoyevsky's novel are given in examples (1) and (2); the data was collected both by the author and his post-graduate students). In some cases examples from specialist literature are given in addition [Sovremennyj russkij jazyk, 1999] .
For the purposes of this paper I will use the typology of TTs proposed by Leonid Barkhudarov in his book "Jazyk i perevod" (Language and translation) (Barkhudarov, 1975) . According to his theory there exist four main types of TTs: 1) permutation of components (change of their positioning); 2) choice of different constructions; 3) addition of components, and 4) omission (deletion) of components.
Obviously each type of TTs is represented by numerous subtypes (Barkhudarov 1975, 190-231) .
The most interesting enterprise in this case is the comparison of several English translations done by translators in different times (e.g. a century ago vs. recently) and countries (e.g. in Great Britain or USA), cf.
(1) (F. Dostoyevsky. Crime and Punishment) a. He had successfully avoided meeting his landlady on the staircase (C. Garnett); g. Everything at the Oblonskys' was topsy-turvy (J. Carmichael).
In example (2) Russian instrumental object kulakom "with the fist" is rendered by the English direct object in (2a), and in example (3) Russian adverbial of place corresponds to the English subject in (3f).
Several translations of one original text show the degree of variation of language means involved in different construction types.
Typological and contrastive features of English and Russian
Russian and English differ radically with respect to the main typological features of languages.
These features of English and Russian which can condition various TTs are presented in Table 1 (symbols "+" or "-" denote that the feature on the left either characterizes the languages under discussion or not; pr. = predominantly; > [<] mean "is more [less] productive or manifold")).
The majority of Russian → English TTs conditioned by typological differences are rather trivial, as, for instance, addition of auxiliary verbs, articles, personal and possessive pronouns in English translations.
The case of pronoun-drop in Russian and its impossibility in English is illustrated in example (4):
a. But you know she won't see me (Car-6); c. But she won't see me (Gar-6; Mag-10); d. But she won't admit me! (LAM-5; PV-6; Wet-25).
The list of contrastive features differentiating Russian from English is much longer and comprises at least the following properties (some of these may be also considered in other classifications as rather typological and not only contrastive) ( Table 2) .
English correspondences of Russian constructions lacking the nominative subject
Below I present the main translational equivalents of Russian constructions which lack the nominative subject: 1) impersonal constructions proper, 2) indefinite-subject constructions, 3) genericsubject constructions, 4) dative-subject modal constructions, 5) infinitival constructions, and 6) constructions with the preposition u. It should be noted that in the typological volume "Impersonal Constructions" (Malchukov & Siewierska, 2011) all these types of constructions by definition belong to the domain of impersonal constructions whereas Russian grammatical tradition distinguishes at least three main types of subjectless constructions (only the first of them is considered as impersonal in Russian grammars): 1) impersonal constructions proper allowing no subject in the nominative case (these constructions are formed by means of at least two dozen syntactic patterns and may express at least a dozen different meanings), 2) indefinite personal (neopredeljonno-ličnyje) constructions, e.g.
3) generic personal (obobščonno-ličnyje) constructions, e.g.
Under the definition of impersonality taken in the volume "Impersonal Constructions" (2011) all Russian constructions of these types (and many others) fall into the domain of impersonality.
Needless to say, all such constructions are translated into English by means of changing the syntactic structures.
Impersonal constructions proper
It is difficult to compare English and Russian impersonal constructions (ICs) because they are The productivity of these types of lexical means is given in specialist literature as follows: there are about 120 strictly impersonal verbs, about one thousand verbs which can be used both personally and impersonally [Korol'kova 1980] , and more than one thousand predicative adverbs in -(n)o [Bojko 1998 ].
In door PREF-knock-PAST-PL Somebody knocked on the door And
Chickens are counted in autumn.
In Russian there are about ten semantic types of situations which can be expressed by ICs: Below I provide some examples for the main semantic types of Russian ICs.
ICs denoting natural phenomena
There are two main patterns which express these meanings: one involving the dummy subject it, and the other involving the introductory phrases there was / there is. In all examples below Russian ICs contain the verb byt' 'to be' in the neutral gender, e.g.
It should be noted that all constructions of this type not only express natural phenomena but also imply perception of these states by the humans involved in the situation.
ICs denoting physiological states
Russian ICs of this type are often translated by English personal constructions which include the verb "feel" (see examples (11) and (12)). In Russian constructions we find the non-canonical subject marking (either in the dative or in the accusative case), whereas English correspondences contain the nominative pronominal subjects, e.g. Peripheral TT is represented by the addition of a causative verb make, cf.:
ICs denoting emotions and feelings
English personal constructions as in the previous case are the predominant translational equivalents of Russian ICs of this type. The verb "feel" as in the previous case is as a rule added in English translations, e.g.
In Chekhov's plays such emotions as skuka "boredom", grust' "depression", želanije "wish" are very often expressed, e.g.
ICs denoting situations of sense perception

English translations rather often contain the verb can:
English passive constructions are also registered in this case:
on that-LOC heat-LOC he-DAT become-PAST-NEUTR-POST Cold
In spite of the heat he felt cold;
he-DAT strike-PAST-NEUTR in head-ACC and become.dark-PAST-NEUTR in eye-LOC.PL
He felt a hammering in his head, and there was a darkness before his eyes. 
become-PAST-NEUTR noisy
The room was filled with noise.
ICs expressing modal meanings
English translations of this type usually contain the indefinite pronoun one and the modal verb can, e.g.
Other types of TTs of Russian constructions lacking the nominative subject are presented below with short comments.
Indefinite-subject constructions
Such Russian constructions containing the main predicate in the 3 rd person (past tense and plural number) are often translated by English passive constructions, although active constructions with the subjects they, people, someone, everyone and those were also registered, e.g. Well, one can't hold one's tongue when one has a feeling...
Generic-subject constructions
Russian constructions of this type contain the main predicate in the 2 nd person singular number or 3 rd person plural number (see (6)). Variation of means of translation of Russian generic-subject constructions is presented in English examples below:
a. …only there's no putting it into words, or even expressing it in one's thoughts awake (Gar-2); b. …which I can't just get hold of -can't catch now I'm awake (LAM-2); c. …but it can't be put into words, or expressed in thoughts, now that I am awake (Mag-6; Ed-14);
d. …but one can't say it in words, or even put it into waking thoughts (PV-2); e. …but you can't put it all into words or even thoughts, can't express it when you wake up (Wet-20; Car-2).
Dative-subject constructions
There are several semantic types of dative subject constructions mainly expressing emotional or psychological states. Main predicates in the neutral gender past tense are predominant means of translation. I illustrate here the perfect and the modal subtypes:
a. …he gasped, a lump rose up in his throat / his throat choked up with sobs (Car-11; LAM-10);
b. …he caught his breath, lump rose in his throat… the sobs choked him (Ed-23; Mag-16);
c. …he caught his breath, lump rose in his throat, he was choked by sobs (Wet-32);
d. …there was a catch in his breath and a lump in his throat, there was a sob in his throat (Gar-13);
e. …his breath failed him, something rose in his throat… sobs caught in his throat (PV-11); a. He felt unutterably sorry for her (Ed-24; Wet-32; PV-11);
b. He felt inexpressibly sorry for her  c. He was unutterably sorry for her .
Modal meanings are as a rule expressed by means of such Russian modal adverbs as nužno / nado "necessary". Non-canonical subject marking in Russian constructions is changed to nominative pronominal subjects, e.g. f. I need very, very much to have a talk with you (PV-19).
Infinitival constructions
The majority of Russian infinitival constructions imply various modal meanings, which become explicitly expressed in English translations which often exhibit variation of modal verbs and voice forms (either active or passive; see examples (32)), (33) and (34) one. Additional research of English translational variants of Russian impersonal constructions is needed which will make it possible to reveal all types of Russian → English syntactic and lexical transformations conditioned by both typological and contrastive differences of these languages.
Anna Wierzbicka put forward the idea that Russian impersonal constructions which are probably developed to the greatest degree in comparison with other European languages can be interpreted as the consequence of non-controllability of feelings and irrationality of Russian mentality (Vezhbickaya, 1996: 44-45; 73-74) . It seems to be a far-fetched conclusion since non-canonical subject marking, productivity of neutral gender verb forms, abundance of infinitival constructions and implicit expression of psychological and physiological states (which leads to the appearance of English verbs feel, can and make in translated texts) are hardly conditioned by the characteristics of Russian mentality.
